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1 For research findings from field surveys utilizing individual level data on Turkish voting behavior see Ersin 
Kalaycioglu (1994) “Elections and Party Preferences in Turkey: Changes and Continuities in the 1990s,” 
Comparative Political Studies, vol. 27, no. 3 (October): 402-424. Ersin Kalaycioglu (1999) “The Shaping of 
Party Preferences in Turkey: Coping with the Post-Cold War Era,” New Perspectives on Turkey, (Spring), vol. 
20: 47-76. Yilmaz Esmer (2002), “At the Ballot Box: Determinants of Voting Behavior,” in Sabri Sayari and 
Yilmaz Esmer (eds.) Politics, Parties, and Elections in Turkey, (Boulder, London: Lynne Rienner): 91-114. Ali 
Çarkoğlu and Ersin Kalaycioğlu (2007), Turkish Democracy Today: Elections, Participation and Stability in an 
Islamic Society, (London: I. B. Tauris): passim.  
2 For a detailed analysis of the self-placement of Turkish voters on a left – right ideological spectrum and also of 
the main political parties of the country see Ali Çarkoğlu (2007), “The Nature of Left – Right Ideological Self-






































                                                 
3 See Ersin Kalaycıoğlu, “The Shaping of Party Preferences in Turkey: Coping with the Post Cold War Era” New 
Perspectives on Turkey, no. 20, (Spring 1999 ): 47-76 for the relationship between ethnicity and religiosity with 
left – right ideological spectrum in Turkish politics. 
4 On party identification in Turkey see Ersin Kalaycıoğlu, “Partisan Affiliations of the Turkish Voters in the 
2000’s” (Unpublished paper presented at the Workshop on “Turkish Elections – 2007” in Istanbul, Turkey, at 
























      ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
                Figure 1 about here 
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Y7 = p74 X4 + p75 Y5 + p76 Y6 + p7u7 u7. 
 
Y6 = p61 X1 + p62 X2 + p63 X3 + p64 X4 + p6u6 u6. 
 























































































1. Belong to a religion  ,046  ,866  ‐,184 
2. Attend mosque services to worship  ,008  ,143  ,749 
3. How religious does the R feel  ,005  ,732  ,413 
4. Freely practice religion or worship  ‐,861  ‐,039  ,038 
5. Religious people are oppressed  ,830  ,010  ,167 




























































































Satisfaction with the Government’s Management of the Economy 
 
 Evaluations, perceptions and reactions to the economic policies of the government are 
operationalized by means of a principal factor analysis of six items that tapped the following:  
  
    “1.   Over the last year how much of an impact did the economic policies of the government have upon your  
        FAMILY’s economic condition? 
 
2. On a similar scale could you evaluate the impact of the government policies upon TURKEYS economic 
condition? 
 
3. How satisfactory is your PRESENT personal economic condition? 
 
4. How will your FAMILYs economic condition change over the next year? 
 
5. How will TURKEYs economic condition change over the next year? 
 
6. In the past year, how has the economic welfare of your household fared?” 
 
The first five items were eleven point scales that ran between “very bad = 0” and “very 
good = 10”. The last items was a five point scale that ran between “could only survive with 
debt= 1” and “able to save some income = 5”. When these six items were factor analyzed 
 10
through a principal components procedure a single dimension of economic satisfaction was 
extracted, as shown in Table 5. Factor scores for the single dimension of Economic Satisfaction 
were computed and used in the following tests of the economic satisfaction hypothesis. 
 
  





1. Over the last year how much of an impact did the governments economic 
policies have upon your FAMILYS economic condition ,801 
2. On a similar scale could you evaluate the impact of the government policies 
upon TURKEYS economic condition ,836 
3. How satisfactory is your PRESENT personal economic condition ,764 
4. How will your FAMILYs economic condition change over the next year ,805 
5. How will TURKEYs economic condition change over the next year ,817 














































5  AKP  729  36,1 
8  BBP  3  ,1 
 2  CHP  250  12,4 
 4  DP/DYP  57  2,8 
 3  GP  49  2,4 
 7  MHP  154  7,6 
 6  SP  19  ,9 
 1  DTP  27  1,3 
 0  Independent/Other  685  33,9 


















                                                 
5 The question we posed was “Siz bugün herhangi bir siyasal partiyi tutuyor musunuz?” which translates into 
English as “As of today (currently) are you a fan of a political party?” The concept of “party identification” is 
hard to translate into Turkish, for the concept of identification does not exist in colloquial Turkish. It is possible 
to translate identification as “özdeşleşme”, which we employed in focus groups, and the standard reaction we 
received was a blank look and “buyur?” (excuse me?)  It became apparent after a few focus groups that we 
needed a concept that better communicated the phenomenon of identification and the closest we could find was 
“parti tutmak”, which has been in usage for a very long period of time, and “tutmak” connoted deep and intense 
feelings felt for an object, such as sports club. Since party identification also refers to intense positive orientation 
and strong attachment to a political party and what it stood for, we believe that “parti tutmak” functions as the 























        ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
                   Figure 2 about here 
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Y7 = 0.17 X4 + 0.10 Y5 + 0.61 Y6 + 0.67 u7, [R2 = 0.55] 
 
Y6 = 0.17 X1 + 0.06 X2 + 0.10 X3 + 0.36 X4 + 0.88 u6. 
 
Y5 = 0.30 X1 – 0.10 X2 + 0.81 u5.  
 









































                   Figure 3 about here 
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Y7 = -0.04 X4 – 0.13 Y5 + 0.68 Y6 + 0.65 u7, [R2 = 0.57] 
 
Y6 = -0.14 X1 – 0.03* X2 + 0.35 X3 – 0.12 X4 + 0.88 u6. 
 
Y5 = 0.30 X1 – 0.10 X2 + 0.81 u5.  
 

























        ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
                   Figure 4 about here 
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Y7 = -0.09 X4 + 0.05 Y5 + 0.70 Y6 + 0.69 u7, [R2 = 0.53] 
 
Y6 = 0.01 X1 – 0.07 X2 + 0.26 X3 – 0.10 X4 + 0.96 u6. 
 
Y5 = 0.30 X1 – 0.10 X2 + 0.81 u5.  
 
N = 2018                      . 
 
Notes : Arithmetic means were inserted in place of missing values. 
* Statistically insignificant at 0.05 level of statistical significance. 
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    Conclusions and Conjectures  
 
  The findings of this paper indicate that the performance of the AKP at the 
polls in 2007 depended mainly on its economic performance in government between 
2002 and 2007. It was under the AKP government that three decade old chronic 
stable high consumer price inflation decreased to single digits. Most voters were 
favorably impressed from the decrease in the consumer price inflation, which in the 
past had been identified as the most important problem of the country over and over 
again, during the political reign of the AKP in government. It is small wonder that 
such an economic record is rewarded by the voters at the polls in July 2007. Our 
findings clearly indicate that although party identification seemed to play a major 
role for the voter preferences for the AKP, even party identification seemed to 
depend upon the economic performance of the AKP government. It may also be the 
case that the voters chose to support the AKP not only as a reward to its past 
economic performance but also to prolong the AKP’s economic program, that is 
expected economic stability out of the AKP at the helm of the Turkish economy.  
 
  The rank and file members of the AKP, as well as its front‐bench are from 
relatively pious members of the Turkish society, some of whom also have a long and 
immaculate record of being attached to the National Outlook (Milli Görüş) 
movement, which in turn is well established in political Islam (Islamcılık Cereyanı) in 
Turkey. However, we have scant evidence that the AKP voters turn to support the 
AKP on religious grounds any more than the supporters of another right wing party, 
the MHP preferred that party for religious reasons at the polls. The path coefficient 
for the impact of left – right spectrum on the AKP vote is a mere 0.10, whereas the 
same path coefficient for the MHP vote is a smaller yet again positive 0.05. Both of 
them are less than the impact of economic factors, and therefore negligible when 
compared with the impact of both party identification and economic satisfaction on 
the decisions of the Turkish voters (see Figures 2 and 4). Economy seemed to have 
played a much more important and salient role in the 2007 elections than cultural, 
primordial and ideological factors, except for party identification.  
 
  All three causal model estimations indicate a very good fit (see Figures 2, 3, 
and 4). The three variables that are used to estimate the party preferences of the 
current voters indicate that they can explain a little more than 50 percent of the 
variance in the dependent variable, party preference. Most of that explanatory power 
rests with one independent variable, party identification. It seems as if party 
identification is also the most important determinant of voters’ choice in Turkey, and 
economic factors that contribute to it, or otherwise complement it come second. Our 
findings seemed to indicate that the Turkish voters are not moved by primordial or 
cultural conditioning, or a new religious awakening, but economic cost – benefit 
calculations, along pragmatic and rational concerns in the 2007 general elections. 
